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Objective: This study was conducted to evaluate the bacterial and fungal
contamination in the chicken meat.
Method: For this purpose, a total of 180 samples of different categories of
the chicken meat were collected from the areas of Kot Radha Kishan,
Raiwind and Lahore city from which 9 types of bacterial species and 8 types
of fungal species were isolated and confirmed by microscopy and
biochemical analysis.
Results: The Mean Viable Count (MVC) of the raw unprocessed (RU), raw
processed (RP) and cooked processed (CP) chicken meat were
7.9log10CFU/g, 4.37log10CFU/g and 2.66log10CFU/g respectively (p-value
< 0.05) that lie in the unacceptable range for the human consumption. In RU
meat, Staphylococcus epidermidis and Shigella sonnei were more prevalent
while RP meat had the highest load of Bacillus cereus. Similarly, in CP meat,
Bacillus cereus was more prevalent. It was also found that Aspergillus niger,
Aspergillus flavus and Aspergillus fumigatus were the most prevalent fungi in
RU, RP and CP meat respectively while Fusarium avenaceum was only
isolated from the RP meat.
Conclusion: It was concluded from the study that hygiene of the
slaughtering facility of the open market and the personal hygiene of workers
of the processing plants was very poor and the chicken meat of this study
area was unsafe for use.

INTRODUCTION
Pakistan poultry industry has increased its production
rate from 20% to 25% per annum producing meat
0.652 million tons that is 23% of the total meat
production of the country [1]. Further processing and
development of new products has increased the
demand of chicken meat [2].
There is an association between the incidence of
outbreaks of foodborne illness and consumption of
the poultry meat [3,4]. In most of the countries,
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poultry and poultry products are ranked top foods to
be associated with the diseases [5].
In spite of the hygienic slaughtering and modern
processing techniques, food safety has been the
major public health issue [6]. The basic parameter for
consumers, producers, and public health officials is
the safety of the processed poultry products
especially for those products that are highly
contaminated [7]. These unwanted microorganisms
are undesirable during the processing, handling, and
transportation of the chicken meat. There is an
expectation of higher bacterial load on the carcass
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when handled unhygienically [8]. In India, 5% of the
chicken meat products was produced by processing
units while rest of the chicken meat was produced by
slaughtering the birds in an un-organized sector
(retail shops) where there is a high risk of
contamination due to poor hygienic conditions [9].
Two main pathogens causing foodborne illnesses are
Staphylococcus aureus and Bacillus cereus. The
most occurring outbreaks of Staphylococcal and B.
cereus food poisoning may be due to extensively
handled and improperly cooked meat products [10].
It is suggested that yeast and molds play an
important role in meat spoilage [11,12]. Fungal
contaminations in food is very useful indicator to
evaluate the quality of food [13]. Fungi commonly
contaminate meat and its products by causing
spoilage with producing mycotoxins [14] which further
damages liver, cause liver cancer and food poisoning
in humans [15,16].

METHODOLOGY
Collection of samples
A total of 180 chicken meat samples comprising of
three main varieties; RU, RP and CP which were
further categorized into thigh (T) and breast (B) parts
of the meat in raw varieties and Nuggets (N), Tender
pops (TP), Harey Bharey nuggets (HBN) and
Chicken Tempura (CT) as processed meat samples
were purchased from the retail shops of Raiwind, Kot
Radha Kishan and Lahore city, Pakistan. Packed
separately in the sterile polyethene bags aseptically,
they were transported to the laboratory of
Microbiology of the Institute of Molecular Biology and
Biotechnology, The University of Lahore immediately
for analysis.
Preparation of sample
Samples were prepared according to the set method
[17]. A part of the meat was cut with sterile knife by
wearing sterile plastic gloves and 25g of meat was
separately grounded in a sterile mechanical blender,
cleaned and disinfected in between samples to
prevent cross-contamination and then mixed with
225ml of sterile buffered peptone water (0.1%). After
homogenizing it, one milliliter of the homogenate was
introduced into the test tube having 9ml buffered
peptone water, labeled 1:10 (10-1) dilution and then
serially diluted into nine more test tubes, labeled 102, 10-3, 10-4, 10-5, 10-6, 10-7, 10-8, 10-9 and 10-10.
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Preparation of media
All the biochemical media were prepared by following
their respective method for further processing of the
sample.
Culturing of sample and bacterial count
From each dilution of each diluted sample, 100ml
was spread over the Nutrient Agar plate and
Sabouraud’s Dextrose Agar plate for aerobic
incubation at the temperature of 37°C for 24-48
hours. After the incubation total plate count (TPC)
was calculated with the help of digital colony counter.
Purification of isolated colonies
All the discrete colonies obtained from nutrient agar
were then isolated on specific media which included
Salmonella/Shigella Agar, Mannitol Salt Agar, Eosin
Methylene Blue Agar, Cetrimide Agar supplemented
with Glycerol, Blood Agar Base supplemented with
5% (v/v) Sheep blood and Bacillus Cereus Agar Base
supplemented with Polymyxin B and Egg yolk.
Incubation was set 37°C for 24 hours to obtain the
growth cultures. Furthermore, pure cultures were
obtained by streaking a portion of the isolated
colonies from the specific media onto the nutrient
agar and aerobically incubated at 37°C for 24 hours
[18].
Microscopy
Bacterial cell morphology was examined under light
microscope after using Gram´s staining, Capsule
staining and Spore staining.
Biochemical test
The pure bacterial isolates were confirmed by
biochemical tests including Catalase, Oxidase,
Urease, Coagulase, VP reaction, Citrate, Indole,
Methyl red, NO3 reduction, H2S production, Gelatin
liquefaction and Starch hydrolysis.
Preservation of isolated strains
The isolated bacteria were preserved in 40% Nutrient
broth with 60% Normal Saline in 1.5ml Eppendorf
tube and frozen at -18°C for further use.
The results of the samples were compared through
One Way ANOVA test for each variety using SPSS
v16.0 to determine difference in group means at P
value ≤ 0.05.
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Microscopy
After using multiple staining techniques, (Gram’s
stain, Capsular stain and Spore stain) 5 strains were
observed as Gram positive and 4 as Gram negative
among all stains obtained from initial samples.

RESULTS
Bacterial load
Bacterial load was counted as a log10CFU/g. In the
categorical analysis of the chicken meat it was found
that RU chicken meat had highest average bacterial
load of 7.9log10CFU/g while RP meat had less load
of 4.37log10CFU/g and the CP meat had least
average bacterial load of 2.66log10CFU/g which
concluded that cooked/ processed category was least
contaminated from bacteria than raw categories. The
analysis of each variety showed that thigh meat
variety had more bacterial load than breast meat
varieties, chicken tempura had highest bacterial load
while tender pops had the least. It also showed that
all the four cooked varieties were less contaminated
from bacteria than raw varieties which is shown in the
Figure 1.

Prevalence of isolated bacteria
Prevalence of bacteria in each category showed the
amount of contamination in that category. It was
found that in RU meat, prevalence of S. epidermidis
and S. sonnei were the highest 50% of both followed
by S. enterica 41.6% while E. faecalis found least
prevalent 28.3%. RP meat had highest load of B.
cereus 35% followed by E. faecalis 25% while least
load of S. aureus 13.3%. Similarly, in CP meat, B.
cereus 30% followed by E. faecalis 21.6% were more
prevalent and least prevalent was S. epidermidis
8.3% as shown in the Table 2.
Prevalence of fungal isolates
The prevalence of 8 isolated fungi in different
categories of the samples showed the fungal
contamination in that category of the chicken meat. It
was found that in RU meat, A. niger (23.3%), in RP
meat, A. flavus (20%) and in A. fumigatus (10%)
were the most prevalent molds while in RP meat, R.
stolonifer (6.6%) was least prevalent than other
molds. It was also found that F. avenaceum (10%)
was only isolated from the RP meat while absent in
other categories.
Yeasts isolated from each category were more in
numbers as compare to the molds but it was less
prevalent (28.3%) in RP meat than other categories
as shown in Table 3.

Figure 1. Bacterial load in the chicken meat samples.
Biochemical characterization
Twelve different biochemical tests were performed on
the isolated bacteria which reconfirmed the suspected
strains. Details of the tests performed and confirmed
bacteria are shown in Table 1.
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Indole
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+
+
-
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+
+

+

+
+
+
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+

+
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Coagulase

VP reaction

+
+
-

Gelatin
Liquefaction

Citrate

+
-

Starch
Hydrolysis

Urease

+
+
+
+
+
+

H2S
Production

Oxidase

S. aureus
S. epidermidis
S. enterica
S. sonnei
P. aeruginosa
E. coli

Catalase

Bacterial
Isolates

Table 1. Biochemical confirmation of isolated bacteria.
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B. cereus
E. faecalis
M. luteus

+
+

-

+

-

+
+
-

-

-

+
+

-

+
+
-

+
+
+

Percentage (%)

T(n=30)

T(n=30)

N(n=15)

Cooked Processed
TP(n=15)

HBN(n=15)

CT(n=15)

Percentage (%)

16

8

40

4

4

13.3

2

1

2

2

11.6

S. epidermidis

19

11

50

5

4

15

2

0

1

2

8.3

S. enterica

13

12

41.6

7

3

16.6

2

2

2

3

15

S. sonnei

16

14

50

8

5

21.6

3

2

3

3

18.3

P. aeruginosa

14

9

38.3

7

3

16.6

1

3

2

2

13.3

E. coli

13

9

36.6

6

3

15

1

2

3

1

11.6

B. cereus

9

11

33.3

14

7

35

3

4

5

6

30

E. faecalis

9

8

28.3

7

8

25

3

3

2

5

21.6

M. luteus

9

10

31.6

5

4

15

1

2

2

2

11.6

Raw Processed
T(n=30)

Raw Unprocessed
B(n=30)

S. aureus

Bacterial Isolates

T(n=30)

Table 2. Prevalence of isolated bacteria in each category of chicken meat.

T = Thigh, B = Breast, N = Nuggets, TP = Tender Pops, HBN = Harey Bharey Nuggets, CT = Chicken Tempura
Table 3. Prevalence of fungal isolates in different categories of chicken meat.

A. niger

14

Percentage
(%)
23.3

A. fumigatus

10

16.6

10

16.6

6

10

A. flavus

7

11.6

12

20

4

6.6

P. chrysogenum

9

15

8

13.3

5

8.3

R. stolonifer

11

18.3

4

6.6

3

5

F. equiseti

10

16.6

6

10

1

1.6

F. avenaceum

0

0

6

10

0

0

Yeast

26

43.3

17

28.3

26

43.3

Fungal Isolates

RU(n=60)

RP(n=60)

CP(n=60)

10

Percentage
(%)
16.6

5

Percentage
(%)
8.3

RU = Raw Unprocessed, RP = Raw Processed, CP = Cooked Processed

DISCUSSION
There is an association between microbes and food
we eat [20]. Microorganisms introduced during the
processing steps may come from normal micro flora
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or from the environment affect the food, can spoil the
food and may cause food borne illnesses.
In the present studies, Mean Viable Counts (MVC) of
RU, RP and CP were 7.9 log10CFU/g,
4.37log10CFU/g, and 2.66log10CFU/g respectively.
The Mean Viable Count of the raw thigh and the
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breast meat was found to be 8.43log10CFU/g and
7.38log10CFU/g respectively. Similarly, the Mean
Viable Count of the raw processed thigh meat was
4.41log10CFU/g as compared to the breast meat
(4.33log10CFU/g). In the case of cooked processed
meat, chicken tempura variety had comparatively
higher mean viable count (3.03log10CFU/g), followed
by Harey Bharey nuggets (2.92log10CFU/g), nuggets
(2.71log10CFU/g)
and
tender
pops
(1.99log10CFU/g). The recommended limit of
bacterial contamination for foods by International
microbiological standards is 105 cfu/g for total
bacterial plate count [21,22].
Contrary to the findings of the present studies, the leg
parts of chicken collected from the freezer depots,
from open market, and from cold room had total plate
count 1.4×102 cfu/g, 1.5×103 cfu/g and 1.5×101 cfu/g
respectively [23].
Eman et al., 2012A similar study reported that from
cooked chicken product samples, APC of Luncheon
and Shawerma were 8.5×103 and 1.2×105
respectively. They also reported that APC for E. coli
were 3.7×10 in Luncheon and 3.9×102 in Shawerma
and for S. aureus were 1×103 in Luncheon and zero
in Shawerma [24] that is contrary to the present
study.
All the chicken parts collected from different sources,
have a very high microbial load and thus
microbiologically unacceptable for consumption. The
high microbial flora might have been as a result of
poor hygiene, poor sanitary conditions of the tables,
spores of bacteria in the environment, knives, flies
and poor hygienic conditions of the workers and
improper maintenance of the cold chain.
In the present studies, the most prevalent bacteria
were Bacillus cereus isolated from 32.7% samples
followed by Shigella sonnei from 30%, Entrococcus
faecalis from 25%, Staphylococcus epidermidis from
24.4%,
Salmonella
enterica
from
24.4%,
Pseudomonas
aeruginosa
from
22.7%,
Staphylococcus aureus from 21.6%, Escherichia coli
from 21.1% and the least prevalent was Micrococcus
luteus isolated from 19.4% samples.
The incidence of Salmonella in chicken carcasses
ranged from 20% to 70% in most of the countries
[25]. Contrary to the findings of the present study, the
prevalence of Salmonella in chicken carcasses was
higher 57% reported in Northern Thailand [26], 69%
in India [27], 38% in Pakistan [28] and 36% and
14.5% in Malaysia in two respective studies [29,30].
This study is in agreement with those observed in
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Belgium 23%-34% [31] and United Kingdom 25%
[32]. The reason of this high rate of salmonella could
be the lack of proper cold chains, unhygienic
conditions and inadequate power supply in retail
outlets [33].
In different studies, prevalence of Staphylococcus
ranged from 82% to 100% [34], 90% [35] and 95%
[36] reported in market samples of chicken meat that
were contrary to the findings of the present study.
Presence of staphylococcus in food indicates human
contact such as poor personal hygiene and poor
manufacturing practices [37]. Enterotoxins produced
by Staphylococcus, can bear high temperature and
can cause vomiting and diarrhea on ingestion [38].
They can also tolerate high sodium chloride
concentration [39]. Staphylococcal food poisoning
rarely cause death but only in small children and
immunocompromised persons [40].
Contrary to the findings of the present study, the
prevalence of E. coli in chicken meat ranged from
42% to 88% and the thigh muscle were more
contaminated than breast muscle [34] and same
contrary result was also reported [41]. Prevalence of
E. coli in Luncheon and Shawerma were 25% and
20% respectively and that of Staphylococcus aureus
were 10% and zero respectively [24] that is in
agreement with the present study.
The prevalence of S. enterica in the category of RU,
RP and CP chicken meat were 41.6%, 16.6% and
15% respectively. Concurrence with the findings of
the present study, prevalence of Salmonella species
in chicken breast muscle from non-sophisticated
outlets, moderate facility, sophisticated outlets and
poultry processing facility were 65.7%, 48.55, 48.5%
and 22.8% respectively and that of thigh muscle were
71.4%, 51.45, 48.5% and 25.7% respectively which
showed that contamination of salmonella in meat
decreased with increase in sophistication of slaughter
facility [34].
Bacteriological analysis of each variety of the chicken
meat showed that thigh muscle of RU meat
prevalence of S. aureus, S. epidermidis, S. enterica,
S. sonnei, P. aeruginosa, E. coli, B. cereus, E.
faecalis and M. luteus were 53.3%, 63.3%, 43.3%,
53.3%, 46.6%, 43.3%, 30%, 30% and 30%
respectively; from breast muscle of RU meat were
26.6%, 36.6%, 40%, 46.6%, 30%, 30%, 36.6%,
26.6% and 33.3% respectively; from thigh muscle of
RP meat were 13.3%, 16.6%, 23.3%, 26.6%, 23.3%,
20%, 46.6%, 23.3% and 16.6% respectively; from
breast muscle of RP meat were 13.3%, 13.3%, 10%,
J. Pharm. Pharm. Sci.
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16.6%, 10%, 10%, 23.3%, 26.6% and 13.3%
respectively; from nuggets of CP meat were 13.3%,
13.3%, 13.3%, 20%, 6.6%, 6.6%, 20%, 20%, 6.6%
respectively; from tender pops of CP meat were
6.6%, 0%, 13.3%, 13.3%, 20%, 13.3%, 26.6%, 20%
and 13.3% respectively; from Harey Bharey nuggets
of CP meat were 13.3%, 6.6%, 13.3%, 20%, 13.3%,
20%, 33.3%, 13.3% and 13.3% respectively and that
from the chicken tempura of CP meat were 13.3%,
13.3%, 20%, 20%, 13.3%, 6.6%, 40%, 33.3% and
13.3% respectively. The result were in concurrence
with the findings reported [34] that contamination of
Staphylococcus species, E. coli and Salmonella
species in thigh muscle was more than in breast
muscle irrespective of the processing condition. This
higher prevalence of bacteria in thigh muscles as
compared to the breast muscles might be due to their
proximity to the evisceration point and maximal
handling of the thigh region during the dressing
operations.
In other study, 14 bacterial species have been
isolated from the different frozen chicken parts which
were Klebsiella aerogenes, Pseudomonas putida, S.
aureus, Salmonella species, S. epidermidis, Proteus
vulgaris, E. coli, Bacillus cereus, Corynebacterium
species,
Flavobacterium,
Alcaligene
species,
Micrococcus species, Pseudomonas capacia, and B.
subtilis [23] while 9 bacterial species were isolated in
this study.
In the present study, the enteric organisms isolated
are source of faecal contamination. These organisms
are the sources of diarrhoea and or gastro-intestinal
disturbances to both children and adults when
consumed and may lead to food intoxication [42-44].
Similarly, B. cereus is a Gram-positive spore forming
rod and food borne pathogen responsible for emetic
and diarrheal syndrome due to the production of
enterotoxins which can tolerate harsh conditions [45].
For cooking and storage of foods, adequate
temperature is important for minimizing bacterial
growth and the food may act as incubator for
pathogenic bacteria which cannot maintain the safety
temperature zone whether the food is raw, partially
cooked or fully cooked [46,47].
In the present studies fungal contamination in the
chicken meat samples were checked and it is found
that most prevalent fungus was yeast isolated from
38.3% samples followed by mould Aspergillus niger
from 16.1% samples, Aspergillus fumigatus from
14.4% samples Aspergillus flavus from 12.7%
samples Penicillium chrysogenum from 12.2%
ISSN 2311-4673

samples Rhizopus stolonifer from 10% samples
Fusarium equiseti from 9.4% samples and least
prevalent mould was Fusarium avenaceum isolated
from 0nly 3.3% samples. There were 22.2% samples
found which had no fungal contamination.
From the three categories of the chicken meat it was
found that in the RU meat the prevalence of A. niger,
A. fumigatus, A. flavus, P. chrysogenum, R.
stolonifer, F. equiseti, F. avenaceum and Yeast were
23.3%, 16.6%, 11.6%, 15%, 18.3%, 16.6%, 0% and
43.3% respectively; in the RP meat were 16.6%,
16.6%, 20%, 13.3%, 6.6%, 10%, 10% and 28.3%
respectively and that in the CP meat were 8.3%,
10%, 6.6%, 8.3%, 5%, 1.6%, 0% and 43.3%
respectively.
Contrary to the findings of the present study,
Prevalence of Yeast in Luncheon and Shawerma
were 65% and 70% respectively and that of moulds
were 50% and 65% respectively [24]. In another
study, Saccharomyces cerevisiae, Rhodotorula and
Candida species are the yeast isolates from the
chicken stored under different conditions [23].
Another study reported that presence of Rhizopus
species causes an elevation of pH beyond safety
level of 4.6 which makes the environment favorable
for pathogenic bacteria [48].
Owing to the production of different types of
metabolites by the microbes, contaminated chicken
meat could be fatal. For instance, Aspergillus species
isolate from the sample might have been introducing
as spores from the environment and the Aspergillus
are known to produce Aflatoxin [49]. Fungal
contaminations in chicken usually took place due to
mishandling, improper processing, washing with
polluted water, packaging, deboning, and may be due
to flies, dust, equipment’s, workers and fluctuation of
temperature during storage and transportation
[50,51].

CONCLUSION
It is concluded from the study that 9 different species
of both Gram positive and Gram-negative bacteria
and 8 types of fungal species including pathogenic
strains contaminate chicken meat at a higher lever
and
unacceptably contaminated
for human
consumption. However, it might be due to the poor
sanitary environment of the slaughtering place and
poor personal hygiene of the workers handling the
chicken meat during processing and packaging. It is
also concluded that the thigh muscle of chicken meat
J. Pharm. Pharm. Sci.
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has more bacterial load than breast part which
suggests it to be more frequently used while product
processing.

REFERENCES
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.
12.
13.

14.

15.
16.

Anonymous: Pakistan Economic Survey 2008-2009.
Government of Pakistan, Finance Division, Economic
Advisor’s Wing, Islamabad. 2008; 32-4.
Baker RC, Bruce CA, Further processing of poultry. In
processing Poultry, Elsevier Applied Science, London
and New York.1989; 251-83.
Lunden JM, Autio TJ, Sjöberg AM, Korkeala HJ.
Persistent and non-persistent Listeria monocytogenes
contamination in meat and poultry processing plants. J
of Food Protection. 2003; (66): 2062-9.
Prakash B, Krishnappa G, Muniyappa L, Kumar BS.
Epidemiological characterization of avian Salmonella
enterica serovar infections in India. Int J of Poult Sci.
2005; 4(6): 388-95.
Bean NH, Griffin PM. Food borne disease outbreaks in
the United States, 1973–1987; pathogens, vehicles
and trends. J Food Prot 1990; (53):804-17.
World Health Organization. The world health report
2002: reducing risks, promoting healthy life. World
Health Organization; 2002.
Cunningham FE. Microbiological aspects of poultry and
poultry products-an update. J Food Protection. 1982;
(45); 1149-64.
Bacchil VN. Enterotoxigenicity, phage typing and
prevalence of Staphylococcus aureus in buffalo meats.
Public health implications. Indian J. of Comparative
Microbiol. Immun. Dis. 1998; 19:23-7.
Sanath KH, Otta SK, Karunasagar I, Karunasagar I.
Detection of Shiga‐toxigenic Escherichia coli (STEC) in
fresh seafood and meat marketed in Mangalore, India
by PCR. Letters in Applied Microbiol. 2001; (32): 3348.
Mossel DA, Corry JE, Struijk CB, Baird RM. Essentials
of the microbiology of foods: a textbook for advanced
studies. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, NY, USA. 1995.
Deak T. Foodborne Yeasts. Advances in Applied
Microbiology. 1991; (36): 179-278.
Fleet G. Spoilage yeasts. Critical Reviews in
Biotechnology, 1992; (12); 1.
Taniwaki MR, Silva ND, Banhe AA, lamariaika BI.
Comparison of culture media, simplate and petrifilm for
enumeration of yeasts and moulds in foods. J Food
Protect. 2001; 64 (10): 15921596.
Ismail MA, Elala AH, Nassar A, Michail DG. Fungal
contamination of beef carcasses and the environment
in a slaughter house. Food Microbiology. 1995; (12);
441-5.
Mossel, DA. Microbiology of food, 3rd ed. 1982. Ultect
University, Netherlands.
Foster GM, Nelson FK, Speck ML, Docstscli RN, Olson
JC. Dairy Microbiology, 1983. Ridgeview Publication
Co. California.

ISSN 2311-4673

17. Akoachere JT, Bughe RN, Oben BO, Ndip LM, Ndip
RN. Phenotypic characterization of human pathogenic
bacteria in fish from the coastal waters of South West
Cameroon: Public health implications. Rev Environ
Health. 2009; (24):147–155.
18. Cappuccino JG, Sherman N. Microbiology a laboratory
manual, seventh edition. 2005. ISBN 978-81-3171437-9.
19. Sanla-Ead N, Jangchud A, Chonhenchob V, Suppakul
P. Antimicrobial activity of cinnamon, clove and
galangal essential oils and their principal constituents,
and possible application in active packaging. In The
Proceedings of 15th IAPRI World Conference on
Packaging (WorldPak2006): Technical session 2006
Oct 2 (pp. 214-8).
20. Adams MR, Moss MO. The Scope of Food
Microbiology 2nd Edtn. The Royal Society of Chemistry
Cambridge. 2000. p. 15
21. Amon. Biological specifications for foods principles and
specific applications. 1974. University of Toronto
Press. Canada.
22. Refai, MK. Manual of Food quality control
Microbiological Analysis1979, Rome.
23. Odetunde SK, Lawal AK, Akolade MA, Bak’ry SB.
Microbial flora of frozen chicken part varities. Int Res J
Microbiol. 2011; 2(11): 423-7.
24. Sharaf EM, Sabra SM. Microbiological loads for some
types of cooked chicken meat products at Al-Taif
Governorate, KSA. World App Sci J 2012; 17 (5): 5937.
25. Mead GC. Food poisoning salmonellas in the poultrymeat industry. Br Food J 1990; (92): 32-6.
26. Padungtod P, Kaneene JB. Salmonella in food animals
and humans in northern Thailand. Int J Food Microbiol.
2006; (108): 346-54.
27. Bajaj BK, Sharma V, Koul S, Thakur RL. Incidence of
Salmonella in poultry and meats and growth inhibition
of Salmonella enteritidis by organic acids. J Food Sci
Technol. 2003;(40): 556- 8.
28. Soomro AH, Khaskheli M, Bhutto MB, Shah G, Memon
A, Dewani P. Prevalence and antimicrobial resistance
of Salmonella serovars isolated from poultry meat in
Hyderabad, Pakistan. Turk J Vet Anim Sci. 2010;
34(5):455-60.
29. Rusul G, Khair J, Radu S, Cheah CT, Yassin RM.
Prevalence of Salmonella in broilers at retail outlets,
processing plants and farms in Malaysia. Int. J Food
Microbiol. 1996; 33(2-3):183-94.
30. Maharjan M, Joshi V, Joshi DD, Manandhar P.
Prevalence of Salmonella species in various raw meat
samples of a local market in Kathmandu. Ann N Y
Acad Sci. 2006;1081(1):249-56.
31. Uyttendaele M, De Troy P, Debevere J. Incidence of
Salmonella, Campylobacter jejuni, Campylobacter coli,
and Listeria monocytogenes in poultry carcasses and
different types of poultry products for sale on the
Belgian retail market. J Food Prot. 1999; 62(7):735-40.
32. Plummer RA, Blissett SJ, Dodd CE. Salmonella
contamination of retail chicken products sold in the UK.
J Food Prot. 1995; (58):843-6.

J. Pharm. Pharm. Sci.

36

Microbial Quality Evaluation and Prevalence of Bacteria and Fungi in Different Varieties of Chicken Meat in Lahore
33. Bhattacharya SS, Dash U. A sudden rise in occurrence
of Salmonella paratyphi A infection in Rourkela, Orissa.
Ind J Med Microbiol. 2007; (25):78-9.
34. Wilfred RS, Nithin PK, Naveen KS. Prevalence of food
borne pathogens in market samples of chicken meat in
Bangalore. Int. Food Res J. 2012; 19(4): 1763-5.
35. Capita R, Alonso-Calleja C, Garcia-Fernandez MD,
Moreno B. Microbiological quality of retail poultry
carcasses in Spain.
J Food Protection. 2001;
64(12):1961-6.
36. Kreyenschmidt J, Peters N, Petersen B, Kunz B.
Charakterisierung des Verderbs von Frischfleisch:
System
der
Erstellung
von
Temperatur-ZeitFunktionen. Fleischwirtschaft. 2002;82(6):102-4.
37. Musa OI, Akande TM. Effect of health education
intervention or food safety practice among food
vendors in Ilorin. Sahel Med J. 2002;5(1):2.
38. Cowan ST, Kenneth JS, Manual for the Identification of
Medical Bacteria 2nd Edtn. 1974.Cambridge University
Press Cambridge.
39. Melnick J, Adelberg's. Medical Microbiology. In:
Medical Microbiology, 24th edition, Geo. F. Brooks,
Karen C. Carroll, Janet S. Butel, Stephen A. Morse
(edited). McGraw-Hill Medical; 2008. 24 edition; p. 832.
40. Ibe SN. Microbiological Standards for Food. Are they
Relevant in Nigeria? Inaugural Lecture Series. 2008.
60:16.
41. Abu-Ruwaida AS, Sawaya WN, Dashti BH, Murad M,
Al-Othman HA. Microbiological quality of broilers
during processing in a modern commercial
slaughterhouse in Kuwait. J Food Prot. 1994; 57(10):
887-92.
42. Bryan FL. Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point
Approach: Epidemiologie Rationale and Application to
Foodservice Operations. J Environ Health. 1981;
44(1):7-14.

ISSN 2311-4673

43. Van Steenberger, WN.,Nossel, DAA., Kusin, JA.,
Jamton, AAJ., Machakas project studies. Agents
affecting health of Mother and Child in a rural area of
Kenya Trop. George Medo. 1983; 35:193-7.
44. Bryan
FL,
Phithakpol
B,
Varanyanond
W,
Wongkhalaung C, Auttaviboonkul P. Phase II: Food
Handling, Hazard analysis critical point evaluations of
foods prepared in Households in a rice farming village
in Thailand. 1986, FAU, Rome.
45. Valero M, Hernandez-Herrero LA, Fernandez PS,
Saimeron MC. Characterization of Bacillus Ceruse
Isolate from Fresh Vegetables and Minimally
Processed Foods. J Microbiol. 2002; 4:5-9.
46. Roller S. Physiology of food spoilage organisms. Int. J.
Food Microbiol. 1999; 50(1-2):151-3.
47. Abdalla MA, Suliman SE, Alian HA, Bakhiet A. Food
safety knowledge and practices of street food vendors
in Khartoum City. Sud J Vet Sci Anim Husb.
2008;47(1&2):126-36.
48. Effiuvwewere, B. J. O. Some Bacteria of Food
Importance, Monograph Series in Food and Industrial
Microbiology. Published by Paragraphics Port
Harcourt. 1990; p.27.
49. Jideani IA, Osude BU. Comparative studies on the
microbiological studies of three Nigerian fermented
Beverages Niger. Food J. 2001; 19: 25-3.
50. Refaie M, Mansour N, El-Nagga A, Abedel-Aziz A.
Fungal flora in Egyptian modern abattoirs.
Fleischwirtschaft. 1991; 77:199-202.
51. Farghaly RM. Some studies on the aflatoxin-producing
aspergillii in meat-cold stores. Assuit Vet Med J 1998;
38:111-20.

J. Pharm. Pharm. Sci.

37

